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REMARKS 

Claims 1-14 are pending in the present application. Claims 1-5 have been amended and 
claims 6-14 have been added. Claims 1 and 10 are independent. The specification has been 
amended. Reconsideration of this application, as amended, is respectfully requested. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C § 112 

Claims 2-5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicant 
regards as the invention. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

The Examiner indicates that the term "islet texture" in claims 2-5 is indefinite, since the 
specification and claims are unclear as to whether the islet texture is an additional layer, i.e. a 
scrim, or an embossment. Applicants respectfully submit that this term is clear from the 
specification, including Figures 2(A) and 2(B). Specifically, an islet texture is a structure that 
looks like a small island on the surface of the material (See page 6, third full paragraph of the 
present specification). However, the following comments are offered for the Examiner's 
consideration. 

The term "islet texture" comes from a production process of rice paper or washi, a 
Japanese word literally meaning Japanese paper. A sheet of this paper is made by sieving a pulp 
of some plants with a screen. The resulting paper contains fibers, which are not completely 
solute in the pulp and stand out on the surface of the paper. Such fibers are compared to islets in 
the art. In view of this, the term "islet texture" is not the same as the Examiner's indication, i.e. 
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a scrim or an embossment, but is 'as described' above a small island like texture on the surface 

of the material. 

In view of the above remarks, Applicant respectfully submits that claims 2-5 are definite 
and clear. Therefore, reconsideration and withdrawal of the Examiner's rejection under 35 
U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph are respectfully requested. 


Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claim 1 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Kilgore, USPN 
3,784,085. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

The present invention is directed to an evacuable bag, wherein a combination of elements 
are recited in independent claim 1 including "an air-outlet which permits the bag main body to 
communicate with the outside" and "a closable opening." Applicant respectfully submits that the 
Kilgore reference relied on by the Examiner fails to teach or suggest the present invention as 
recited in independent claim 1 . 

The Examiner mentions that Kilgore discloses an evacuable bag having a bag main body 
that contains an air-outlet (col. 2, lines 42-44), which permits the bag main body to communicate 
with the outside. However, the top opening in the bag of Kilgore includes a closure strip 16 that 
is sewn after the bag is filled. Therefore, the top opening in the Kilgore bag has a different 
function from the air-outlet recited in independent claim 1 of the present invention, which 
permits the bag main body to communicate with the outside. The top opening in the Kilgore bag 
is more relevant to the "closable opening" recited in independent claim 1 of the present 
invention. 
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Nevertheless, whether the top opening is considered to be the air-outlet (which Applicant 
disagrees with) or the closable opening of independent claim 1, there is an element missing from 
the Kilgore bag. Claim 1 recites both an air-outlet and a closable opening. Since the Kilgore bag 
includes only one opening at the top of the bag, the Kilgore reference fails to disclose one of the 
air-outlet and the closable opening recited in independent claim 1. In view of this, the Kilgore 
reference fails to anticipate independent claim 1 of the present invention. 

In view of the above remarks, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 1 clearly defines 
the present invention over the Kilgore reference relied on by the Examiner. Accordingly, 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the Examiner's rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) are 
respectfully requested. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 2-5 were only rejected by the Examiner under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph. 
Since the Examiner's rejection has been overcome for the above reasons, Applicants believe that 
claims 2-5 are in condition for allowance. However, confirmation in the next Official 
Communication is respectfully requested. 

Additional Claims 

Claims 6-14 have been added for the Examiner's consideration. Applicant respectfully 
submits that claims 6-9 are allowable due to their dependence on independent claim 1, as well as 
due to the additional recitations in these claims. 
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With regard to independent claim 10 and dependent claims 11-14, Applicants respectfully 

submit that these claims are allowable for at least the same reasons mentioned above with regard 

to independent claim 1. 

Favorable consideration and allowance of additional claims 6-14 are respectfully 

requested. 


CONCLUSION 

All the stated grounds of rejection have been properly traversed and/or rendered moot. 
Applicant therefore respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider all presently pending 
rejections and that they be withdrawn. 

It is believed that a full and complete response has been made to the Office Action, and 
that as such, the Examiner is respectfully requested to send the application to Issue. 

In the event there are any matters remaining in this application, the Examiner is invited to 
contact Paul C. Lewis, Registration No. 43,368 at (703) 205-8000 in the Washington, D.C. area. 


Dated: January 6, 2006 Resp 
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